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INTRODUCTION
At the outset of the 1990s, Jencks & Mayer (1990 , Mayer & Jencks 1989 ) argued that if growing up in a poor neighborhood mattered, intervening processes such as collective socialization, peer-group influence, and institutional capacity were presumably part of the reason. Their influential assessment of the so-called neighborhood-effects literature was ultimately pessimistic, however, for few studies could be found that measured and identified social processes or mechanisms. A major reason is that the data sources traditionally relied upon by neighborhood researchers-the U.S. Census and other government statistics-typically provide information on the sociodemographic composition of statistical areas (e.g., the poverty rate or racial makeup of census tracts) rather than the dynamic processes hypothesized to shape child and adolescent well-being. Then and now, Jencks & Mayer's critique was formidable.
The good news is that the decade since their review marked a period of major advances in neighborhood-level research, as researchers began to explore new methods and ideas for understanding what makes places more or less healthy, particularly for young people. A large number of studies were also launched in a short period, so many that the study of neighborhood effects, for better or worse, has become something of a cottage industry in the social sciences. Figure 1 documents this striking trend. After spurts in the 1960s and 1970s followed by a decline, the mid 1990s to the year 2000 saw more than a doubling of neighborhood studies to the level of about 100 papers per year. The bad news is that this recent spurt in quantity has not been equally matched in quality; much hard work remains to be done.
The purpose of this paper is to synthesize the results of the recent generation of neighborhood studies that focus on social and institutional processes, especially as related to problem behavior among young people. We begin with a brief overview of two longstanding concerns-how researchers typically define local communities (what is a neighborhood?) and the persistent patterns that link problem-and health-related behaviors with concentrated poverty and other indicators of residential differentiation. The heart of our assessment then turns to advances in the , 1956 1958 1960 1962 1964 1966 1968 1970 1972 1974 1976 1978 1980 1982 1984 1986 1988 1990 1992 1994 1996 1998 Figure 1 Articles with "Neighborhood" and "Social Capital" in title: Social Citation Index.
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measurement of neighborhood social and institutional processes. Our review covers research in the second half of the 1990s, the take-off point for an increasing level of activity (Figure 1) . We also evaluate a set of thorny methodological problems that plague the study of neighborhood effects, the most notable being selection bias. We conclude with strategies to address these challenges and promising directions for future research, including experimental designs, spatial and temporal models, systematic observational approaches, and collecting benchmark survey data on neighborhood social processes.
DEFINING NEIGHBORHOOD
Robert Park and Ernest Burgess laid the foundation for urban sociology by defining local communities as "natural areas" that developed as a result of competition between businesses for land use and between population groups for affordable housing. A neighborhood, according to this view, is a subsection of a larger community-a collection of both people and institutions occupying a spatially defined area influenced by ecological, cultural, and sometimes political forces (Park 1916, pp. 147-154) . Suttles (1972) later refined this view by recognizing that local communities do not form their identities only as the result of free-market competition. Instead, some communities have their identity and boundaries imposed on them by outsiders. Suttles also argued that the local community is best thought of not as a single entity, but rather as a hierarchy of progressively more inclusive residential groupings. In this sense, we can think of neighborhoods as ecological units nested within successively larger communities.
In practice, most social scientists and virtually all studies of neighborhoods we assess rely on geographic boundaries defined by the Census Bureau or other administrative agencies (e.g., school districts, police districts). Although administratively defined units such as census tracts and block groups are reasonably consistent with the notion of overlapping and nested ecological structures, they offer imperfect operational definitions of neighborhoods for research and policy. As we discuss later, researchers have thus become increasingly interested in strategies to define neighborhoods that respect the logic of street patterns and the social networks of neighbor interactions (e.g., Grannis 1998).
NEIGHBORHOOD DIFFERENTIATION
Building on a long history of sociological research on urban communities, the study of neighborhood effects has generated a multidisciplinary research agenda with a strong focus on child and adolescent development. 
AND MECHANISMS
During the 1990s, a number of scholars moved beyond the traditional fixation on concentrated poverty and began to explicitly theorize and directly measure how neighborhood social processes bear on the well-being of children and adolescents. Unlike the more static features of sociodemographic composition (e.g., race, class position), social processes or mechanisms provide accounts of how neighborhoods bring about a change in a given phenomenon of interest (Sorensen 1998, p. 240). Although concern with neighborhood mechanisms goes back at least to the early Chicago School of sociology, only recently have we witnessed a concerted attempt to theorize and empirically measure the social-interactional and institutional dimensions that might explain how neighborhood effects are transmitted.
This review focuses on the resulting turn to social processes in neighborhoodeffects research. We performed a systematic search for studies that investigated variations in some aspect of social processes or mechanisms across ecologically defined units of analysis (e.g., census tracts, block groups).1 We limited our review to quantitative studies published in peer-reviewed social or behavioral science journals beginning in the latter half of the 1990s (1996) and running through summer 2001. This period maps onto the upswing in action seen in Figure 1 and 'Given this framing, we did not attempt to evaluate the school-effects literature. Although the connection of schools and neighborhoods is clearly important (Jencks & Mayer 1990 ) and considerable progress has been made in recent research (e.g., Welsh et al. 1999), space limitations precluded our taking on the nexus of school and neighborhood social processes. follows in sequence the research epoch covered in Gephardt's (1997) review.2 Initially, we decided to limit our focus to problem-related or health-compromising behaviors among children and adolescents, such as delinquency, dropping out of high school, and teen childbirth.3 In conducting our review, however, we found very few neighborhood-effects studies that restricted their attention solely to children or adolescents. Moreover, this criterion excluded many studies that shed new light on neighborhood social mechanisms. We thus highlight studies of child and adolescent development, wherever possible, but cast a wider net in order to capture studies of problem-and health-related outcomes that cover a variety of ages (e.g., rates of crime, adult depression), as long as they examine some dimension of neighborhood or intervening social processes. 4 We organize our assessment by implementing a classification based on research design and level of analysis. We included studies in our review that fit any of the three following categories: (a) neighborhood-level studies with neighborhood process measures, in which both the dependent and independent variables are expressed as aggregate scales, counts, or rates across ecologically defined areas that are akin to neighborhoods; (b) multilevel studies with neighborhood process measures, in which sample members are nested within ecologically defined neighborhoods, the dependent variable is measured at the individual level, and the independent variables include both individual-level factors and aggregatelevel measures of neighborhood characteristics (both structure and process); and (c) multilevel studies with pseudo or proxy neighborhood-process measures, identical to the previous category except that social processes are actually measured at the individual level. Although studies in the third category usually make inferences about neighborhood-level variations, they only marginally fulfill our selection criteria because analytically they treat social processes as individual-level 2We encourage readers to consult independent reviews with different foci. 6In each table we report findings primarily as they relate to neighborhood process measures and outcomes. We try to maintain fidelity to each study's interpretations or interests, but often they diverge from the present paper's focus. All findings reported were deemed significant by study authors unless otherwise noted. Also, in order to standardize reporting of findings, "full(y)" and "partial(ly)" mediation refer to a significant direct effect being reduced to nonsignificance (NS) or to significant but substantially reduced levels, respectively. "Families were deemed eligible if they were public housing or Section-8 assisted housing residents with children and lived in a census tract with a poverty rate greater than or equal to 40%. Eligible applicants were randomly selected from a waiting list and randomly assigned to one of three groups: a control group whose members received no change in assistance; a Section-8 comparison group (S-8) that received rental certificates or vouchers without geographical restrictions and no special assistance; and an experimental group (MTO) that received vouchers or housing certificates with a requirement that they move to a low poverty area (less than 10%). MTO participants also received counseling and housing assistance. this issue, MTO Treatment-on-Treated (TOT) analysis compares the outcomes of families who actually received the treatment (those who actually move, whether in the location-restricted or -unrestricted groups) to the outcomes of control-group families who would have accepted the treatment had it been offered. The Intentto-Treat (ITT) analysis compares the average outcomes for either treatment group with those of the control group, estimating the effect of being offered the treatment, regardless of whether the family decided to accept the certificate/voucher and move (Katz et al. 2001) .
In Table 4 we summarize the findings from the experimental literature. Preliminary evidence is generally positive for the outcomes of movers to low-income areas, in accordance with the early Gautreaux Project. Generally, families that moved to low-poverty areas experienced improved outcomes vis-a-vis overall health (physical and mental), safety, boys' problem behavior, and well-being ( 
Event-Based Models
Another disconnect between theory and design is tied to the common practice in neighborhood-effects research of looking solely at the characteristics of the individual's place of residence. Although seemingly natural, a problem with this approach is that many behaviors of interest (e.g., stealing, smoking, taking drugs) unfold in places (e.g., schools, parks, center-city areas) outside of the residential neighborhoods in which the individuals involved in these behaviors live. Consider the nature of routine activity patterns in moder U.S. cities, where residents traverse the boundaries of multiple neighborhoods during the course of a day. Adolescents occupy many different neighborhood contexts outside of home, especially in the company of peers. Even children experience more residential environments than we commonly expect (Burton et al. 1997, p. 135 ). This is a problematic scenario for neighborhood research seeking to explain contextual effects on individual differences in behavior. For example, it is possible for the prevalence of participation in some crimes to be spread fairly evenly across individuals living in many neighborhoods, even as crime events are highly concentrated in relatively few neighborhoods. This sort of neighborhood effect on events (typical of drug markets, for example, where buyers often come from afar) is obscured in current practice. It thus pays to take seriously contextual theories that focus more on behavioral events than individual differences-for example, how neighborhoods fare as units of guardianship or socialization over their own public spaces. The crime-rate literature often takes this strategy by locating the incidence of crime events rather than the residence of offenders (e.g., see Table 1 ). 
NEW DIRECTIONS IN STUDYING NEIGHBORHOOD PROCESSES
The basic argument that unites our assessment is that research needs to take seriously the measurement and analysis of neighborhoods as important units of analysis in their own right, especially with regard to social-interactional and institutional processes. We focus on five directions for designing research on the neighborhood context of child and adolescent well-being that build on the idea of taking neighborhood social processes, and hence ecometrics, seriously: (a) redefining neighborhood boundaries in ways that are more consonant with social interactions and children's experiences, (b) collecting data on the physical and social properties of neighborhood environments through systematic social observations, (c) taking account of spatial interdependence among neighborhoods, (d) analyzing the dynamics of change in neighborhood social processes, and (e) collecting benchmark data on neighborhood social processes.
Neighborhood Boundaries
Although predominant in the literature, the strategy of defining neighborhoods based on Census geography and using tracts or higher geographical aggregations as proxies for neighborhoods is problematic from the standpoint of studying social processes. The micro-dimensions of neighborhood interaction may be particularly important for child well-being because of the spatial constraints on children's patterns of daily activities. A new approach to defining neighborhoods, as seen in Grannis's (1998 Grannis's ( , 2001 ) recent studies of Los Angeles, San Francisco, Pasadena, CA, and Ithaca, NY, delineates ecological contexts based on the geography of street patterns. Using a Geographic Information System (GIS), Grannis (1998 Grannis ( , 2001 ) defines residential units that he calls "tertiary communities" by delineating aggregations of street blocks that are reachable by pedestrian accessmeaning that pedestrians can walk through the area without having to cross over a major thoroughfare. Grannis compares communities defined by residential street patterns to data on the social networks of neighbors, including residents' cognitive maps of their neighborhoods and areas of social interaction (see also Coulton et al. 2001) . He finds that residents interact more with people living within their tertiary communities than with people who live nearby but across major thoroughfares. The micro-ecology of pedestrian streets bears directly on patterns of interaction that involve children and families. Parents are generally concerned with demarcating territory outside of which their children should not wander unaccompanied by an adult, to ensure that their children stay in areas that are safe for play and conducive to adult monitoring. To the extent that these limited spaces of children's daily activities usually do not cross major thoroughfares, defining tertiary communities may provide a foundation for constructing neighborhood indicators of child well-being and social processes more generally.
Systematic Social Observation
Another movement in neighborhood research is to collect data that more directly reflect the sights, sounds, and feel of the streets. The motivation behind collecting observational data is that there are physical and social features of neighborhood environments that cannot be reliably captured in surveys but that provide very tangible contexts for child development. Consider the example of using systematic social observation of street blocks ( By observing block faces, data can be aggregated to any level of analysis desired (e.g., block, block group, housing project, or neighborhood) to characterize social and physical characteristics. Such data can be exploited to build new measures of micro-neighborhood contexts. For example, flexible neighborhood indicators can be constructed that bear on child well-being, including such validated measures as physical disorder (e.g., the presence or absence of cigarettes in the street, garbage, empty beer bottles, graffiti, abandoned cars); social disorder (e.g., presence or absence of adults loitering, drinking alcohol in public, public intoxication, adults fighting, prostitution); physical condition of housing (e.g., vacant houses, burned out houses or businesses, dilapidated parks), and alcohol and tobacco influence (e.g., presence of alcohol signs and tobacco signs on a block, presence of bars and liquor stores on a block). Direct measures of street-level social interactions (e.g., adults playing with children) can also be constructed.
A limitation of systematic social observation is that it is relatively expensive and tedious to videotape block faces and then code the resulting tapes. However, one might implement this methodology on a wider scale by having interviewers observe and rate city blocks on foot while they are out in the field conducting interviews. If this methodology, which is substantially cheaper than using videotapes, yields comparably reliable measures, it could serve as a model for integrating systematic social observation with traditional surveys. 
Spatial Dynamics of Child

Toward a Benchmark of Ecometric Data
A final step in fostering progress would be to support the systematic collection of benchmark data on social environments that can be compared across communities. The goal would be to develop a standardized approach to the collection and dissemination of data that individual communities can use to evaluate where they stand in regard to national and/or regional norms. Similar to school report cards that track the progress of educational reform, a standardized approach to assessing collective properties would eventually allow local communities to gauge how well or poorly they are doing. For example, the Sustainable Seattle project has combined archival records, census data, and surveys to compile sustainability trends across communities in diverse areas of concern (e.g., economic resources, literacy, low birthweight, neighborliness). The Leaders Roundtable in Portland, Oregon has undertaken a similar initiative to collect data on community health using a combination of focus groups, surveys, key stakeholder interviews, and document reviews. More ambitiously, Robert Putnam recently launched a benchmark survey both nationwide and in about 40 American communities, with the goal of assessing baseline levels of social capital and eventually changes over time (see http://www.cfsv.org/communitysurvey/).
CONCLUSION
There is little doubt that numerous problems hinder the estimation of neighborhood effects. Many of these complex challenges have been discussed in this paper. Still, we would conclude on a positive note by arguing that we now know quite a bit. As reviewed, the evidence is solid on the ecological differentiation of American cities along socio-economic and racial lines, which in turn corresponds to the spatial differentiation of neighborhoods by multiple child, adolescent, and adult behaviors. These conditions are interrelated and appear to vary in systematic and theoretically meaningful ways with hypothesized social mechanisms such as informal social control, trust, institutional resources and routines, peer-group delinquency, and perceived disorder (Tables 1-3 ). An important take-away of our assessment is that these and other neighborhood-level mechanisms can be measured reliably with survey, observational, and archival approaches. Another finding is that extra-local neighborhood mechanisms appear with considerable strength, suggesting that spatial externalities operate above and beyond the internal neighborhood characteristics of traditional concern.
Despite progress, fundamental questions remain. Even when directly focused on social processes, the many differences in research design and measurement across studies in Tables 1-4 make it difficult to provide an overall estimate of the magnitude of associations. We also know little about the causes of key social processes or whether they are responsive to neighborhood policy interventions.
For example, what produces or can change collective efficacy and institutional capacity? Although much effort has been put into understanding the structural backdrop to neighborhood social organization, we need a deeper focus on cultural, normative, and collective-action perspectives that attach meaning to how residents frame their commitment to places. Another limitation of neighborhood-effects research has been its lack of attention to measuring peer networks and the connection of neighborhoods and school processes.
Perhaps the main threat to neighborhood-effects research is individual selection bias, although even here we would view the news as somewhat encouraging. As the nascent experimental literature (Table 4) has demonstrated, when randomization is invoked we still find evidence for the apparent influence of place. We applaud the MTO experimental turn, but caution that the task remains to specify the exact mechanisms of transmission. An ideal, albeit difficult, strategy would be to combine experimental assignment of neighborhood conditions with a longitudinal assessment of changes in social processes and individual behaviors. We would also caution against the common tendency to view selection bias as an individual trait and a nuisance to be controlled. When individuals select neighborhoods, they appear to do so based on social characteristics such as neighborhood racial segregation, economic status, and friendship ties. Research needs to better understand the mutual interplay of neighborhood selection decisions, structural context, and social interactions (e.g., Durlauf 2001).
Armed with methodological advances in ecometrics that are improving our prospects for measuring neighborhood social processes, we are optimistic regarding the next generation of research that takes up these and other challenges. When combined with advances in defining micro-neighborhood contexts based on street patterns, systematically observing public spaces, longitudinal-experimental designs, and detecting spatial dynamics, contextual research on the dynamic sources of child, adolescent, and even adult development has a bright future indeed. 
